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SUMMARY

The Alabama Rural LECs' lile t.hese commenlS ill oppmition to the Petilio!l Ii)r

De,ignatioll as all Eligible TekeoJllmuTl1~ati"n, Carner ("ETC") by Cellular South j ,Ieense. [ne

("Cellular South") throughout its lieen,ed service area In the State of Alabama. The companies

llliIking up lhe Alabama Rural U'(:s provide high-qlmlity telecommunication, ,ervi~e_ on a

universal hiiSIS, to rural lelephone cu,tomers in their eenilkaled ,ervice territories. In

eompansull, Cellular Sm,th does not meet the Slalutory and regulatory requiremenls jilT ETC

designation. Specilieally, Cellular South docs not offer all of lhe se",~es ,upported by the

"'edeml HIgh-Cost Universal Service Program nor has it demonstrated lhat the public mtere,t

would be served by de,ignali"n of a scrond ETC in lhe service areas or the rural Telephone

companies involved The Alabama Rural LEes are not motivated by a desire to JorestalJ

competitive entry uno their tenitones but ralher wish to illsure that. universal service dollars are

used as int.ended by this Commission and lhal those doJJar, remain available ill the future.

Ulllike lhe Alabama Rural LEC, who were required t.o demonstrate thaI they mel tbe

universal service criteria prior to obtaining universal service dollar" Cellular South has not

llemon,trat.ed that all portion, of it., rural t.erritory are indeed in it.s "footprint," Additionally,

Cellular Soutb has Ilot provided allY evidence - onlv prollme" that. it will comply with Fcde,-"l

ConulIlUlicmions Commission ("Commission") rules and APSC requIrements regarding lhe

I See text oftbese Comments at 1-2 for definition

COIlIIHCWS 01'l1lC Alabama Rural LLC s
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Cellular South has not consulled wilh the APSC regarding Cellular South's ETC

designation request Instead, Cellular South has suhmitted an order from lhe APSC issued 10

another Cl\fRS carrier lhat did not seek ETC status in mral LEC areas By bypassing the APSC,

Cellular Soulh has, in essence, restricted the ability of the ,tate of Alahanm 10 parti~lpate lully in

the resolmion of all 'S8UC thal ul1iquely impact, rural exchange carriers situated within its borders

Moreover, the redelinition or a rural carrie(s sludy area mUSl ollly nccur after aclive consultation

wilh the appropriale Slate regulatory hody Recem connuents liIed by the APSC demonstrate

that the Agency seeks, at a minimum, a consullative role prior to fCC approval of an ETC

request in a mral I,I':C area and ha.~ serious conccrns as to whether such reque'1 ,hould be granted

without additional measures being taken to protect rural customers and lhe viability of universal

,erV1Ce prognun

Again, while Cellular South may he licen,ed III provide telephone service in Alabama,

there i, no guarantee lilat il can a(,tually provide service throughout it, licen,e area, In lacl,

Cellular South has 110t prowled any specific information that would allo", the Commission Of the

public t.o ascertain where aCross the areas Cellular Soulh ha.s riled for ETC de"gnation (whether

exchal1ges, study areas, or license areas) ilS signal is actually capable of providing reliable service

The lael that Cellular South is licensed to provide service does not provide evidence that it i,

actually providi ng service

While Cellular South does 110t meel lhe stannory alld regulatory requiremenlS [Of

ohtmning FI'C de,ignalioIl, the [act that the puhlie inlerest IS nOl served by Cellular Soulh',

designation mu,1 prevent. or al least delay, any aclion by the COln,mssion granting ETC ,latuS to

COl~mCI\IS "rtlLe Allbam" Run,1 [Joe,
cc nockc' No, %-·1;, VA 112_1~(,:i

JLlh ,,211m
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Cellular South Granting ETC ,latu, lo Cellular Soulh would simply perl'ellmle, ,r not gwe

iJl~en[ive1o, di'torted compelilive ently into the loealtdccommunieations market

CommoTl" "I' Ihe Alabama RurJI IJ,C,
n: [Jockel %-to, IJA 02-] ~65
Jnh- -J. 111111
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Ardmore Telephone Company, Blount<vllle Telephone COinpany, Hrindlee Mountain

relephone Company_ Inc" Butler Telephone Company, Inc.', CenluryTel of Alabama, !.I.C,

Fromicr Communicalions of Alabama. Inc., Frolllier Communications of Lamar Counly_ Inc.,

Frontier Communications of the Soulh. Inc. (formerly Southland Telephonc Company), Graceba

Total CommunIcation,. ln~., GTC, Inc. (formerly lhe Florala Telephone CompaIlY). Gulf

Telephone Company, Hayneville rclephone Company. inc., Hopper Telecommunications

COiopany, In~ .• Inlerstate Telephone Company_ Millry Telephone Company, Inc., Mon-Cre

Telephone Coopcrative, In~ .• Moundville Telephone Company, Inc.• New Hope Telephone

Couperativc, Inc., Oakman Telephone Company, OTELCO Telephone LLC, Peoples Telephone

, On October I, ] C)C)g, Grove Hill Telephone Corporalioll and Goshen rclephone Company, inc ..
","cre merged ",ith and into Butler Telephone Company, Tnc., now doing bus;ncss a' TDS
Telecom

('mllllle"15 ofthe Alah",w, Rural LLCs
CC Docket %"~5 llA 01-(46';
Juh' '. 211111



Company, Ragland Telephone Company, Roanoke Telephon~ Company, Tnc., Umon Spril1gs

Telephone Company, Inc. and Valley Telephone Company (the "Alabama Rural LECs") by

counsel, Iil~ th~,e c()]mn~nb on the Petilion til< De,ignation as an Eligibl~ T~lecommumcation,

Ca,-rier ("'FTC") bv Cellular South License, Inc. CCellular South._) throughout it> licensed Se, V1C~

ar~a in lh~ Slate of Alabama in accordanc~ with th~ Commissum'" Publie No[ice released June 21

2002, DA 02"1465. Became Cellular Soulh doc, not meet the statutOlY and regulatory

requiremenls for ETC designation and because Cellular South has not demonstrated that the

public inlerest would be served by designation of all addirional ETC in the ,~rvice ar~a., of the

ruml t~leph"n~ companies involved, the Petition should be dismissed.

I. SERVICE PROVIDED BY TIlE ALAUAMA IWltAI, I,FCs

rhe Alahama Ruml I.EC, ar~ iJl(:uTTlb~lll local exchange carriers, which have provided

high-'luality tel~cOmTTlUIlicalion, serVIce, on a universal basis, (0 rural telephonc customer., ill rheLr

cerlilieated service areas ill the state of Alabama li)r an av~rag~ uf owr ,ixly (60) years and arc

certified a" ETCs. Th~ ,,~rvice areas covered by Cellular South's pclition indud~ those of Butler

TeI~phone Company, Inc. (dlbia TDS Telecom), Ca.~tleh~ny Telephone Company, Inc., Fromiel

COlllJIlunication." of Alabama, Inc., Frontier Conununications of the South, Inc., Gulf Telephonc

Company, ITl~ .. and Millry Telephone Company_ Illc. Other Alabama rurall,,~al ~xchange carriers

have chosen to Jom th~.<~ commenl, b""aus~ of the dangerous precedent that will be set if Cellular

South's petition i, approved as filed.

Conunents of ,10, Abh,"ua RLtrat LICC,
n: [Jocke! No 96---t.'i. IJA ()2·1~(,5
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One of lhe large'! Alahama cilies ,elvcll by the AI"hama Rural LEe, is Foley> Alabama

Foley, pursuant to 2000 Cen,us f'gw-es, has a population of approxlmatelv 7,590': lhe tolal

residential acces' lines of Gulf Telephone Company ("Gulf') for Foley are approximately 4,900

While it is virtually impossible 10 calculate the exact percentage of inhabiled residences thm

subscribe to lhe services provided by Gulf in this ,ural Alabama town, Gulf estimates that mnety-

lilUf (94%) percenl or the inhabited re<idence' in Foley subscribe to it, lelephone service In

additinn, lhe Alabama Rural LEC, approximate that a <imilar percentage of inhahited re,iden~e<

located in their rural Alabama service area, .<uhscribe (0 telephone <ervice in lheil combined

terrilory The Alabama Rural l.l.:(s have wOlked with lhe APSe 10 cnsure thai. serv,~e "

available to all known Lnhabited rural residences in Alabama within theLr terrilory They are

subje~l lO strict minimum service requiremenls and arc required to respond to requests for service

from any pOltion or their certificated area by prescribed deadlines." I'urther, "'me of thc

aforemcnlioned companies have held orders for telephone servicc.

or the compames composing the Alabama Rural LECs> Brindlec Mountain 'relephoue

Company, Tnc.> Butler Telephone Company_ Inc. (dib/a TDS relecmIl), Gulf Telephone

Compan\', Ciraceba Total Communications, Inc. Hayneville Telephonc Company, Inc., Hoppel

Telecommunications Company, Inc, !Vlill,y Telephone Company, Inc., Oakman Telephonc

, U.S, Census llureau, Amel1can l'a~1 Finder, Basic (-'ad', Quick Tables, Alabama Quick Links,
2000 Demographic Profile for Alabama, Counties and Placcs> l.anett Cily,
Jl1:tJl:<'i~dlind~'rcell'L1~!!-0,!bt7 lang-ell vl Ilalll,-,o-OEC 200(1 sn LOl'l --::-eo id-,-J6000L'SOI
.-\ 1206. hnn) (visited May 22, 2002).

-l Rokl'-21, Telephone Rules of the APSe.

Common" onhe Alab,"W' Rural LECs
CC [Jocku "" 9n_~.'i. ()!\ 02-H65
JlLh .,.2001
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Company, OTEI.CO Telephone I.I.C, and Peoples Telephone Company, among others, provide

telecommunications service 10 s~hooh and libraries located within t.heir t.erritories. The children

,'ervecl include tbose I,,~ated in t.he following rural cities and towns in Alabama: Arah. Alahama;

Ashford, Alabama; fiuller, Alabama: Cenlre, Alabama; Chatom, Alabama; Cottonwood, Alabama;

Foley. Alabama: I'lorala, A.labama: Fruitdale, Alabama; GilberlmvrL Alabama; Hayneville,

AI,lhama: MLilrv, Alah'llna: O,lkmall, Alabama; Ollconta_ Alabama; Silas, Alabama. ""d Vl'alllul

Grove, Alabama. The companies eomplising lhe Alabama Rural LEC, also provide Lifeline and

Link Up service t.o eligible low-income cust.omers located in their respective servlcc areas III

accordance with the llllIndates of 47 C.FR. §§ 54.405 and 54.411 (200 I).

Spe~ifically, m late 1996, t.he Alahama Rllral LEC, implemented Lifeline reductions of

$7.00, which included a $1,50 st.at.e component funded without a local ralC additive to other local

cLl,t"'Jler~ Each or the Alabama Rural LECs have advenised lhese programs tbrougb various

me~bani,m,_ induding bill in,;erts, public service announcements and through information made

available through the APSe; All of the companies have regularly Llp~acled the

tciecommLlJli~at.ion, planl ,vilhin lheir service territory in an effort to improve telephone service

and its reliabilily. in addit.ion, in spit.c oft.he significant. co<t.s for small rumllLEC<, ~()mpanie,

have invested in CAl.lcA-eompliant. <of\ware llpgmdes In eel'lain instances, lhey are also

5 Implemeillalioll of Ihe Unil'ermi Service Requiremenls Of Sedioll 15-1 '4 Ihe
Feleammilll/imiiolls A"I 0/ 1996> Founh Repon and Order, APSe Docket 2S9XO, (released
November 15_ 1')'J7), P 24; Imp/ewelll"Iioll oj' Ihe IJllil'a,'a/ Service H,,({uiremel/l.l' Of SeC/io/!
25-1 (!l Ihe Idewrmmmj('olio"-l' Acr of i 1)%, Further Order. APSC Dockel 25980, (relea,'ed Jun~

7,20(1)

C0ll1lllCl11, "r ,tw Alabama RurJI t ,FC,
CC Dockcl No 96-l5.llAII2-U65
Jut;· '.).O1l2
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required to participate m Extended Area Service aJ'raTlgerneTll,.' The large majority of ,he

Alab,llna Rllrall.lTs hove also adoptcd cxpanded area calling plan, in an cffort 10 Improve lUral

II. CELLULAR SOUTH DOES NOT MEET THE STATUTORY AND

REGULATORY REQUIREMENTS FOR ETC DESIGNATION.

Contrary to the ~ssertions set forth m its petition, Cellular South doe, nol meet the

stalutory and regulatory requircmcnt> for ETC dcsignation by thc FCC pursuant to Section

214(c)((,)" as ,et forth in the FCCs Section 214(e)(6) Public Nolice W as demon,lraled bdow.

r, .I,'ee, e.g., Impfell/elllaiiOil of Ihe CXlended Area Service 1'1"" ./iJr /he Pineapple 1"xThulige.
Order, APSC Tnf'lnTIal Docket U-3271 (relcascd May 7, 1'J')O) (affecting Southland Telephone
Company, inc., 110W known as Frontier Communications of lhc South, inc.)

7 All Telephone Companies III Afaba/lla !n1'e.I'liKalio" into IJ-4/1 calling "cross vs. fjjTA
BO/mdarie,,', Order 'lnd Notice of Hearing, APSC Docket 22645 (released September 9, 19')2):
Sou/hlm/d idephrme CO/llpany, Peliti,,,, for Approval oj Proposed i<lJ"ifJ Rel'i<ions 10 add the
provi,,-;onsfor Area CaHill/; Sen'ice ("ACS,!, Order, APSC Docket 22293 (re1~ag~d February 3,
1992); MOII·Cre Telephone CoopemJil"" Inc., Petition for Approval Ofpl'Oposed TarifIRev;s;ol1.\'
10 add Ae'S prOl'ision, Order, APSe Docket 21777 (re1~ased September 14, 1992); llaynel'lHe
Telephone ('ompa"y Pelltioll for Approval to Introduce ACS, Order, APSe Docket 23385
(relcased February 14, 1994); Monroe\'ille Ielephone Comp""y Petition to fmrod((ce ACS,
Amended Ordcr, APSC Docket 23521 (re1~ased May 11, 1994); Grow Hill idephOlw
('O/jJora/ion (i/Ow 101m"" as Rutler Telephone (:ompa"y, 1m:.) f'e/iliou/"r Approw'" lu AddArea
Callin!; PIli/I, Order, APSC Docket 2-'16]') (relea,ed June 12, 1995); lIaK/a/id li:lephone
Comp""y Pelitiofl ji;,- ApproWll to Imrvduce ACS, Order, APSC Docket 2461 '); Mmmd.-'ille
Ii:lepholle ('omp'mr. II/e'. Pelilio" fi,,· Appro",,/ /0 Illtroduce ACS, Order, APSC Dockct 2640H
(released May 10, 1999)

, lvlO1mdville Ii:lephvtl<' Compolly, I/lc /'el;lif", ./i'" issuance of Credi/s /0 S"bscrtbers, Order,
APSC Docket 264UH (released lI.lay 21, 1998)

'J Telecomnlllnicaliolls Act of 1996, Pub. L No, 104-104, 110 StaL 56 (1996) (1996 ACl) The
1996 Act amended the Cmnrlluniealions Act of 1914 47 V.SC §§ 151, el seq
(Communical;ml, Act or Act) References 1.0 ,ection 214(e) in the,e Commcnts refer to the

Comment' of Ihe Abb'"11a Rural LtC,
n: Llocket No %-I'i. DA (l2-1 ~65

),,1\' 3, 21102



A. Cdlular Soutll llas Not Consulled witll the Alahama Public Service
Commission ("A I'SC") .

The APSe has lhe "plimalY respon,ibilily" 101 making FTC de'ignalions in the state of

Alabama. ll Howevec III tho<e in,tances where a Slate commission docs not have lhe authonly I"

make the ETC de'ignali"n, the Commi"ion muSI perform the ta'k." III interpreting tile

application of the'e provisions, lhe C()mJm.~si011 has prcviou,ly held lhal it "will act on a Section

214(e)(6) designalion request "nly 11l lhose sitw\tion' where the carrier can provIde thc

COmmi"ion wilh an affinnatl,c Slatemellt fj-om the ;1ale commi",i"n or a COurt of competent

jurisdielion that Ihe carrier is Ilot subje~l to the state comml.%ion' S jurisdiction ,,"

rhe "'al1lrmative statemenl' of the state mmmission may con,i'l or any duly authorized

leIter, ~(}rnmcnt or .tate commission "rder indicating t.hat it lacks jurisdict.ion to perlonn

de;ignatiolls over a particular carrier Mch carrier shmdd consult. with t.he stale commission to

provision of universal service by an ETC under t.his ,e~tion of the ]'J')(; ACI, which is codified al
47 U ST. ~ 214(e) of the Act

'" Procedures};,r /-CC lJe"ignali"/I I';{ir;ib!e Telec"mmuflicatir!/1.I' Carriers PunHwlI In Sedi"n
2i.f(ej(6) of the Communications Ad oj 1996, Public Nolice, 12 ITC Red 22947 Cl'ubl",'
il/otice")

11 Federal-Slate Joi"l Hoard on Uni""r.",,/ Serl'ice: J'mnwtillg IJep/oyment a"d Subscribership in
UI/served Areas, including hibal alld I/I.I'lIlar Areas, Twelfth Reporl and Order, MemoranduITI
Opinion and Order, a",l Further Notice "rProposed Rulemakillg, CC Docket 96-45.15 F.c.CR,
12208, para 93 (2000) Cli",,/jih 1/"1'01"1 and Order"); 47 USC ~ 214(c)(6)

12 li,'e/jih 1/"pOl"l and Order, para <;2; 47 USC ~ 214(e)(6)

l' ]i"eIjth R'1)()rl <Ind Order, para. 9:; (emphasis added).

C"'lLments of Ill~ Al"bam" R,m,1 Ll£s (;
CC [)()c~Cl 1'0. %--1-5. llA IIZ_I-1(,'i
July:;. ZOO!.



receive such a notificaTion, mlh"r IIiall relying Oil lIolijicari,ms thar may how bccn prt"'ided 10

similarly silualcd carriers""

While Cellular Soulh has arguahly prov'ded an "affirmative stalemellC' lhat meet< the

('ommission' < req,,"ements found in the 1\,'eIflh Reporl "lid Order, it> failLlre to consult "jth the

APse beJ()re liling 11~ petition ha' ,everely limited the Agency's abilily to address alll"ue on it

which it has not ruled - thc granling or ETC stalu, 10 a ~arrier lncated m the service area of a

rural incumbent local exchange carricr CRural [LEC"} in Alabama

Although the Commission has previously rcjccted the argument lound in Se~tion

214(e)(6)pelilions lhat it muSI lirst CUT"ult wilh a ,tale commission hefhre de.<ignating a CMRS

provider <\.<; an ETC for a ,ervlce area that differs from The Rural ILEC s study area, h lhe

Commission has aI,,, recogllized that 'Tate commi'"nn, mu"t be ensured the oppotlunity to

participate lully ill lhe ETC d~,igllati()n pro~~eclillg.l(, Cellular South', abilily 10 proc~ed

expeditiously must be tempered hy the fact that the APSe simply has not yet issued an order

responding to a request ror ETC designation in the service area or a Rural lLEC loealed ill

AJabama. Hoth the APSe's recellt comments 011 this issue as well as its previous pro~ouncemcnts

I" TwelfTh Report and Order, parJ 111 (emphasis added)

" Arguahly Seclion 214(~}(5) prohibil' an ETC designalion Ii" an ar~a that encompasses less
than a rural carrier's study area absent agreement betwccll the eommissio~ and the APse. U'the
APSC s"ughl to use a dilTerenl "service area" lur all ETC applicanl 1Il a rural ~a1Tier', sludy area,
rederal and st~te COllcurrence on The new definitinll w",dd he re'luired. 47 C.f.R. ~ 54,~()7

" h'deral-Slale Joint Hoard Oil U"i1'ersal Service, Weslerll Wi,de."'· (''''powlioll PeliliOlI.l;;'
{)esignaT;on as an /';/igible leJeconmTllfTicaliolls Carrierfor iii" 1'il/i' Hids;e R"s"rvation il/ Soulh
Dakola, Memoralldum Report and Order, CC Docket 96-45, 16 F.CCR 18,133 (2001)
("We""em Wireless SO/llh Dakola Jiemorwldlllil Opinion "nd Order Numher 1"), para. ]X

Comments of (he Atabam" Ruml 1,EC,
ce Docket No 9(,~-'. 1)A 02_ I ~(,'
J,,1\' ,. 111111
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regarding the implementation of Seclion 214(c) of lhe Act highlight lhe Hllpurtance of this Issue w

the state of Alab~ma_ Specifically, the APSC has fmUld that a competitive carrier should only bc

certified as a Compelitive Liigible TeleC<llllmllnieations Carner ("CETC') in a RurailLEC service

area if it <:all demonstrate <·compelling ClTCllTllstanccs" that the deSlgnalion is in the public interest-

'An)' carrier that de,ire, designation as an ETC in lhe service area of a rural l()c~1

exchange company (LEe) TlluSI demonstrate compelling nrculllstances indicating
lh~t il IS in the public interest to have an ETC ot.her than lhe incumbent LEC in the
study area of that rural Incumhent LEC Further, carriers ,eekillg designalion as
FITs in the ,ervi~e areas of mral incumhent LECs must, if so approved, serve the
entire service area of the rural LEe absent a compelling demonstration as to why
some other le>;ser service area would better ,er\'e the publiC inTerest"n

Again, the order granted to Pine Bell Cellular and Pine Belt PCS on which Cellular Suuth

relie, i, an order that only ~ddresses ETC de,ignation of a CMltS c~rner in areas served by non-

rural incumbent. LECs_ The prior holding of the APse lhat "any carrier" ~eeking CETC

designation in the territory of a Rl1ral ILEC must demonstrate "compelling circumstances" that

lhe designation is in the public interest. before obtaming ETC st.aTus in an area thaI encompils,es

less than all or lhe rural 1,FCs ,ervi~e area" underscore, why thc APSC should nol be limited Ul

it, ability to addre" this particular issue

Active consullation with the APSe would help the FCC address one of the critical isslles

raised by lhe Alabama Rural LEC, lhe failure of Cellular South to tnllv offer universal serv'icc

througholll its reqoe,ted service area, The APSe employs engmeers and CUSlOmer service

representatives lhat could provide Ii.,rthel insight regarding lhe service actually offered by Cellular

"j Implemenlulioll of The U/lhwsal Service Requirements Of Sec/;ot! 25-1 Or ll1e
Telemm/llllllicathm Act oI1996, I\'otice, APSC Docket 25'J~O_ (released Oelober 3 L I ')'J7)

Cummems of,ioc Atabama RU",1 IJT,
U: lJacket Nn %-45, lJA 1IJ_1~(;5

J"I\' ,1, 21102
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South to the public. It is impO<sihle, however, lor lhe APSC to provide ,uch inpul in the limited

amount of time available lor lhe presentation of commenlS. '"

II. Cellular South noes Nol OITer All of Ihe Service.• Supl'orted by lhe Federal
IIigh-Cost Universal Service Program.

A commOn earrie,- de,ignaled a, an ETC may not reeel"e universal service support unle"

the carrier oncrs the service, suppor!ed by Ul1i"er,al ,er,ice support mecllal1i"TI<, either lhrough

the use of its own faeililies or some comhinalion of its OWn and the resale of another carrier's

services, '"

The !ffirvices deSlgl1ated lor support mclude' (I) voice grade acce" to the public switched

l1etwork; (2) local usage: (3) dual tone multi-lrequency signaling or iI, ltlllctioilal equivalent; (4)

single party service or its functional equivalent; (5) ac~e" lO ernergency <ervice,; (6) aCCeSS lO

operalor service.,: (7) acCeSS to interexchal1ge service: (~) aCce" lo directory service; and, (9) toll

limilation for qualiFying low income cuslomers."

t. VlIice Grade Acc"" tlllhe Public Switched Network and Single-Party Service
or its l<undionalEqlliv:dent

Although Cellular Soulh aniculates the Conunissiol1' 5 bandwidlh requirement and asserlS

that Cellular South cu,tomers ··are able tu make and receive calls on the puhlic swilched network

LX ld.

10 The APSC Ila' previously cit.ed the problcm Dr poor service qu~lity in ''''IlC rural Alabama
areas Al'SC Repurt on f'rol'0w</ R"l!"1ar;o/l of Wire/"".'· Carriers III Alahama.
bllQ).iw\\'W l"C.',l3lC· 31 ",iTdccomll,iwl.-e1"" hun (visitcd \ fay 16> 2002)

;'" 47 USC ~214(e)(1)(A)

" 47 CFR ~ 54.IOI(a) (1998).

Comments of Ihe Alabama RLlral L1:£s
CC Docket No ')(,-./5. DA 01_1./65

Jul<'" 2002
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within the specified bandwidth";" amI thar il "providc, a dedicated messagc path I"r the length of

a uscr's particular tran>lmssion" in compliance with·17 CFR * 54.JOI(a)(3j", Ccllular South

'''TIply does not providc single-party voice grade servIce ill all of the areas where it requests ETC

de,ignation. The Petitioner simply does not, and with its C1UTent infrastructure cannot, provide

ubiquitou, service throughout its Alabama "footprint", which is thc arca for whicb Cellular South

,ecks dcsignation a, a second FTC Moreover, an argument hy Cellular South that simply

providing "service" t.o customer, upon re'luest is .<uffiClent to meet the statutoI)' mandates falls

,hort That provi&ioIlnj ,ervice must he ubiquitous Cu,tOIllers must he able to obtain ,ervice

throughout the area for which Cellular South ,eeh umversal dollars Each "r the Rural I.ECs

was required t.o demonstrate that they met the universal <ervice crit.eria prior to bccoming eligible

to rece,ve funding-" and is suhject to continuing APse monitoring of the use of universal servicc

funds'-' Thc Alabama Rural LEes respectfully request th~t the Commission take notice of the

well-est.ablished faet that. the network configuration especially the placement. of towers, of all

cellular providers, including Cellular South, affect thc ability of a caller to transmit and receivc

L'. Petition of Cellular South License_ hlC_ for DeSIgnation ,k< an Fligible Telecommunications
Carrier throughout It, Licen,ed Servlce Area ill the State of Alabama ('"Cellular SOlllh Petilion')
ill 4 - 5

-'-' Cdllilar SOll/h l'eI;tiu!I at6.

-'~ implemenlalion Qf the
Telea;mmm,icali"ns Acl (if

December 18,1997).

I/niwrsal
I~'J(" Fifth

Service Requiremem,,- Of Section 25-1 of Ih"
Rcpon and Order, APse Docket 25980, (released

" Implementati,m {if the UliiJ','rsal Senic" H"""ir"meut.,- 0l Sec/ion 25-1 of III<'

lelecoll/!!IlmicaliOils Act oli996, Further Report and Order, APSC Dockct 25980, (released
Decemher 20, 200 Il.

Commems ofttle At"b",,,,, Rur"l LFC,
cc Docle! No. %-45. DA 112-146,
Jut,· ,. 211112



voice communicatIOns. Addilionally, certain naturally occurring events and conditions, >ueh as

weather, lopography of an area and even cellular shadows, impact the serVIce re1iability of ccllular

service providers such as Cellular S"uth. To lruly provide uhiquitous service. Cellular Soulh

would have 10 make the same lype of infrastlucture investment as the Rural LECs. making

uneconomlcal capilal investments to serve a Ie-v customers in remole areaS There is n" evidence

that Cellular South has built out its network 1Il such a fa,hion. Ralher than providing evidence of

lhis commitment, they wish to recelve universal serVll;e ,uppon, at Ihe frolll end. fOl scieCled

higher lraffic rural areas. Cellular South should be requi red to der!lonstrate that all portions of its

rural territory are indeed in its "Ioolprint" prior to ETC designation. A mere affirmative

statement lhat it will provide >uch selvice is nut enough, since it is a meaningless ge'1ure in the

currenl regulatory enV1]'OlUllent. Alahama TLECs, as pro,ider, or universal service, sland ready to

provide service to all potential customers within their service terrilories. and believe that lhis is an

essenlial part of "umvelsal" service. Without this type ul' conmlitment, induding the requiremenl'

mentiolled ahove, it sunply doe, Tlot make sense to providc a carner with scarcc umver>al ,ervlCe

dollars

The failure of Cellular South to meet established ,tatutory requirements should preclude it

from obtaming designation as a ,econd ETC in the rural sClvice areas "rlhe Alabama Rural LECs

While the Commission has rejected the idea that CMRS ~ervice provider, are ineligible for

universal servIce suppon and has noted that "competitive neutrality includes technologICal

neutrality", the Commission has not disregarded the requircment thaI a ell/IRS provider meet lhe

COllllLlcn" of I],C Al"],,,,n,, Rm,,1 t.E(:S
CC Dockcl 1"0. %---1-5. OA 02-14(,;
Juh':;, 2002



Section 214(e) requirements.'· As the Commis.,<lon has previollslv noted, "an ETC has a

'lallltory dilly t" ,,!ler ser\'ice 10 every CU,lOmer within the desigllllled sel,-ice area.-'" Cellula!

Soulh ,imply ha, Hol d~mo!lwaled lhat it complics wilh this basic eligibility rcquircmcnt

2. LncaIU,,,ge.

Cellular South', own pelilio!l lails 10 provide sufficicnt evidence that its service offerings

incillde local usage in general, Cellular South state, that il "now provide, or ",ill provide, up"n

d~sigJlation, the required servic~s,"" Thll', whil~ lh~ Public No/ice requires Ihal lhe petitioner

provide all ofth~ support~d ,~rvice, ,el oullIl 47 CF.R. ~54.101 (1'l'lRt including local servicc.

lh~ Cellular SOll/h I'Mirion statcs th~t Cellul~r SOllth "will comply with any and all minimum I"c~l

usage requir~ment' ad"pl~d by lh~ FCC. Cellular Soulh will meeT the loeal usage requirements

by Lncluding a variely o[jocalusage plans ~s part of a umversal servic~ ()fr~ring. ",'J Whil~ Cdlular

South say' il " committing to the proviSIon of I"cal usag~_ it cl"es nOI allege lhal it is cunently

providing such service nor ha, Celllliar Soulh detailed what their universal service offerings will

In con,idering lhe PeTitiol//or lJesigl/alimr c/," m, FIi!(ihle Telecommunia,Tions ('arrie1'

for the I'ine Ridge Heservalimr iii South TJ"k"T" filed liy WesTern Wireless (:01!'oralion and

" Federal-STaTe Joint jjoard "IJ Univers,,! .'jerl'ice, Westem Wireless ('01pora!ion PeTiTio" for
L!esignati,m as w,leligible hl('(:omrrm/liurti'JlJs Carrier in Ihe ShlTe 'if Wyoming. l\lemorandLllTI
Opmion and Order, CC D"ck~t 96-45. 16 f.CC R. 4R (lOOO) ("Wesl",'n Wireless W)'{)minl'
MemoralidulFI Opil/io/l and Order 'OJ, p'ITH I I

n We,,'Tem WIreless It),'omiug Memorandum Opinion "lid Order, para. 20

Z< Celful"r SOIl/h I'diti'J/I at 4 (emph"sis added).

Comments of\hc Abb,,,,,,, Rural Ll£,
n: Docket No 964'i. DA 02-1~65

July .1, 211112
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whether We.,tern Wireless met Ihe requirement of sectiun 214(e)(l)(A) to olIer the serviccs that

are supported by thc Fcdcral Univcrsal Service Support mechanisms - Including the local u-,age

requircmcnt. thc rec observed "although the Commiss"111 has not set a minimum local u,age

requirement, Western Wireless currently ofrer, ,everal ,ervice oplions that include varying

amounts of lo~al u,age in it, monthly service plans."';" In its pctition, Cellular South failed to

providc such evidence Ln this case

C. Cellular South Doe., Nol Advertise the Availability of Ihe Services Ilcsignated
for Support by the J'cdcral Iligh-Cost Universal Service Pro!:f<uu and the Charges
for s~id Services Using 1\I edia of General Distribution.

In additiou 10 the requirement that a comlllon carricr offcr thc scrvices supporte,1 by

universal service ,uppor1 lllochanisms, it must also advertise the availabilily of those serviccs and

the ~harge, for thcm usi ng media of general distribution.:
q

In othcr words, "Congress recognized

Ihal mercly providing a ,ervi~e ;~ not enough to Cll5ure that the needed ,upporl i~ received

Rather, it impo'ed an obligation 10 advcrtisc the availability of tbe ,upporte<l services and the

~harges lor those services,""

I'he COllllmssion has discussed the added impor1aJl~e or "dverlising Lifeline and Link Up

servi~es to rural customers and ha' codifiecl Ibe aclvenising requircment ill it.~ mles addressmg

'"ld.aIS

.'" Wes/em Wirde.~,·SOllih Dako/a AJemora/idllnl Opi"ioll "",I Order 1. pam. 8.

'L 47 USC ~ 214(e)( I)(B); 47 em )fUOl (d)(2) (1999).

,
'. Twe!jih Repor/ alld Order. para 7(,

CommenlS or 'he Atoban", Rural I.Fe,
CC Docket No %-45. DAII2-1~(,j

lui,' 3, 2002



rho.,<e program,." Those amemled rule, re'luire thallhe two programs bc publicizcd "in a manner

rcasonably dcsigned to reach tbosc likely to qualit'i; fi,r tb",e "ervi~e,."·'-l In lad, the Commission

h'L' concluded thal carriers must be encouraged to undcrtake specIal ccrtail1 efforts heyond

reglOl1al adverlising and the placing locally of posters in order 10 meet the publicily requirements

alla~hed to Lildine and Link Up ser\'Lces." Whereas the Alabama rlllal LLCs have becn required

to dcmonstrat.e actual compliance wilh very specific APSe adverti,ing requiremenl~, Cellula!

Sout.h ha, lailed to prescnt any evidcnce demon'1rating huw it cven inocnds to meet. t.his

re'luirement While the Alabama Rural LEC~ recognize IhM this Commission has not prescribed

'pe<:iJic methods for achieving the goal of eJTeclivc advcrtisl ng, the Commi"i"n ha~ requircd thaI

ETC, "identify eomnlllllities with the lowest suh<criher,hip levels in its service territory and make

appropriate c1fol1s to reach qualifying irldividuals withil1 the" eommul1itie,." ",

III. Dl~SlGNATlONOF CELLULAR sovnr AS AN ETC IN ITS SERVICE

AREA IN ALAHAMA IS NOT IN nil: l'UHLlC INTEREST.

"Before dcsignating an additional ETC for an area served by a lural t.elephone company,

the Commission must. find thaI the designation i< m the public interest.,"" The designalion of

-'.' ld. at para. 76-80;47 CFR!:i!:i 54.405(b) and 54.411(d) (2001)

.,
' Id, at para.78; Id

;f, It!. at par~ 79.

.'7 We."/ern Wireksl' Wyoming Memoranduill Opillion and Order, para. 3, See also, We.l'lem
Wireless South J)"k,,/u Memorandum Opinion alld Order I, para. 3.

Conunelll, "r Ihe Abbam" RlIml LECs
CC Vockcl No %-·15. Ilt\ 1l2_1~(,5

Jut, .1.2002
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Cellular South a, an mlditional ETC, in the .,er\'lce area of lhe I ural lLFC, that make up the

Alabama Rural LEC, is not in the public in[ere't In fact, it will (I) harm cOllsumcrs" and

undcnninc thc federal univ~rsal service fimd and (2) reduce investmellt ill illfrastruetur~. mi,e

rate, or reduce service quality to consumers in rural area,.

Rural IT.EC customers, Iikc those currently serv~d hy the Alabama Rural LEe" do not

"travel'" with lheir telephone" which guarantecs that the universal service .<upport they receive

will he used '\mly for t.hc provision, mailltenanc~, and "l'grading of facilitics for which the "'PI'0r1

is intended ".'9 In eontrasl, Cellular South cu<t.omers have portable voic~ commumcations scrviee

and as such can take the service outside Cellular South', de,ignat.ed FTC scrviec area.

Currently, no adcquate proteClion, eXlSI 10 in,ure thaI universal service SUppOl! paid 10

Cellular South (which will be based 0" the l.Ll-'C's costs rathcr than Cellular South's) will he used

10 benefit subscribers lhat u,~ the ,ervic~ wi!hin the requested designalion area. In fael, he<:au,e

(he servicc area in which a rural customer resides may not con'espund to where the cust.omcr uses

Cellular SmIth'.< voice eommunicatio", servicc, t.he universal sclvicc fund will be negatively

alreclcd and its intcndcd beneficiaries hanned Until CMRS carrier, are required to IllonilaJ

subSCriber usage and terminate umveL<al service '<Llppnrt for those subscribcrs whu aClually u,e

" Federal-SIll!e Joinl !loard Oil Universal Ser"ice: GUllm Cellular and 1'ap,inf'" 1nc. d·h (I

(;,,"mcelf ( 'ofF/municalions 1'eli/ion for LJesif',nalion a,\· an t:li:lible hleconml1lnimliolls ('''I"l'ier
in the Terri!my (!{Gu"m, Memorandum Opinion and Order, CC Docket %-45, 17 F.CC R 1502
(released Janumy 25, 2002) ("Guam Memorandum Opinion and Order"), para. 16

'" Telecommunications Act. ofl'J%, l:'1lb. L. No. 104-104, 110 SIal. 56 (1996) (1996 Act) The
1'J'J6 Act amendell lhe Curmnunications Acl of 1934. 47 U,S.C §§ 151, 1'1 seq.
(Conmuillieations Act or Acr), Referenccs to scction 25~ in these Comments refer 10 lhe
umversal service provisions of the 1996 Ae!, which arc eudilied al47 USC ~ 254 oflhe Act

CommOIllS of the Atalxum, Rllr,,1 r,Fe,
("{" D"c~et No. %-·1 j. LJA 112- H(,:,
JLlh :i. 211112



lhe Servlce outside the designated service mea, CETCs like Cellular South will be motivated to

,eek high levels of per-lme support Cellular South will oblain cuslOIller, located in mralllYC

territory; lh",e cuslomer, will primarily Llse their Cellular South service in location, well beyond

the geographic constraints of the area designated lor support; and, ullimately high cost support

"in be paid 10 Cellular South fi,r service< llsed Ln low-cost, urban areas Becau,e of lhi,

aJ(lTernenlio"ed scenario which i, nol only pos,ible hilt aL<o highlv probable, Cellular South

mu,l not be granled ETC status inlhe 'erVlce areas "fRurallLEC, unlil adequate controls are In

placc Othclwise, carriers like Cellular South will receive support for which they will not bc

accountable in conlravention of Se~li"" 254 and this Commi"iun's articulated goal, "In

particular, we intend 10 develop a long-term plan that hetter targets .\~lpp0l'llo carriers .,-cr"i",;

hi/;;h-co.l'1 areas, while at the same time recognizing the ,ignificanl difference, among rural

carrier,. and between rural and non-rural carriers."'" This is most critical in cases like this where

the carrier 8eeks the deSIgnation of a ,ervice area other than lhal of the incumbent rural LEC

The wmdlall of Cellular Soulh and olher similarly situated carriers may be the downfall of

the Unive"al Service Fund While the goal of thc Tclecommunications Act is competition, the

Comnll,sion cannot providc Ccllular South with an incentive to de<ign a bl"ine" 'trategy that

may de8troy universal service support. II' CMRS carriers like Cellular Soulh are routinely grallled

'" Federal-SllIle Joillt noard Oil I fili",'r.ml Service; All/lIi-Associatioll Grol/P 011.1 G) Plall .F)r
N.egulallOlI of fllTerslale Sel"ias '!l NOIl-Pri"e Cap fncumheut f.o,,"f j-,xchallge Carriers an"
fnterexchange Carriers, Fuurteenlh Report and Order, Twenty-Second Ordcr 011

Reconsidcration, and Further Notice of Proposed Rulemaking, CC DockCl 96-45 and Report a"d
Onler, CC Docket 00-256. 1(, F.e C.R 11,1-11 (lOU]) CFo/lrleeJilh Rep0r! alld Or"""'), para g

(footnotc omitted)

COllllllC"1s of Ihe Alabama Rural I.FCs
CC Do"k"l No %-~5_ VA 02-1~65
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L'.TC Slallis wilhoUl any Lnivcrsal Scn.'icc I'und pmtec1ions m place. the improperly distributed

support may aduall,.. prevent mudl needed support Ii-om ever reaching tnle high-cost, rural area,

,md harm conSumerS located in lhose areas. Even iflhc Alabam~ Rural LEC, continue to receive

support for providing an acccss line to the same CUSlOmer, the resulting demand OJl universal

service funding could raise the c",t of these sUppOll mcchanisms to an un,ustainable leveL

jeopardizing the very goal lhat the fund was designed tn a~hieve Some mechanism must be pUl

m p1a~e lhal balances promoting entry in the high wst, rural areas and uneconomic motivation 10

., ,.,
cOHlpelluon.

In the very l,,,t ordel of the Commission addressmg lhe implementation of the I ')')(j Act-

the CUTllmission declared that it would seek tu reform univer'al servIce support ;'beeause lhe

current system distort, compelition in those market,."·:- Simply put, the outcome de'crihed

above also distorts mmpetition in rural markets, hy allowing Cellular South to ohtain universal

service ,upport without truly providing ubiquilous service within its ,ervice area (however

dellned) and without applying such support to the provision of universal service in the areas f(ll'

whi~h it i~ targeled This is mcompatible wilh lhe statutory mandate' or Section 254.

H See, Fn/era/-Slale )oim Roar,} OIi I/iii,'er.m! Ser!'ia, l'diliolis jiJr H"cof!.>'ideration ofWeslem
Wirekss Corporalioll's J)esi,;"alion as all f:Jigihie Id"c""''''"1licati,ms Carrier iii Ih" Siale fij'
Wyomillj;, Order 011 Rewn,ideralioIl, CC Docket %-45, 16 F.e c.R 1'1, 1~-i (lOOl). Stalement
ofCommi"ioner Kevin J Martin, Approving in Pali, Concurring in ParI and Issuing a St.atement.

'<2Implemefll<llloil oj'the Local C"n/pd/lloIlI'm!'i"i",'." in Ihe Telecommunications Ad of 1996,
f"tercollnectioll helweell I,oca! },;xchm'Ke Carriers alld Commercial Mohile Hadlo Sen"ice
l'rOl'iden, Fir,t Report and Order, CC Dockel Nos. %-98 and 95-185, II F.C.C.R. 1,'i,499,
para. 5 (footnotes omitted)

Comments oflhc Al"b"nlil Ruralt.Fr,
CC [lockel N" %-~5. lJA 112-1 ~(;"i

J"I\' .1. l0ll2
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Absent gm1Nth of the Univer,al Ser\;ee Fund, the misdireclCd support to carriers like

Cellular South may deplete resources that ,hould be direded to consumers in actual high-cost

'Ireas. Such a result is not in the puhlic interest.

The Rural Alabama LEes are aware of the Commission's prior disagreement with the

asscnions of petitioners Golden West Telephonc Cooperative, Project Telephone Company and

Range ['e1ephone Company in their Pelili"" fiJ" Reconsideralion 0/ Weslern Wireless

Corporati"" 's Desig"ation as WI F1ir.ihfe IdeCo/lllllillllcalio/ls ('aniN ill the StOle 0/ Wyomi"l"

as well as the assertions of petitioner, Chugwater Telephone Company, Range Telephone

Cooperative. Inc. and RT COlllmumeati"n" Inc, ill their s,milar ['eti/ion jor Re"""siderwir)ll

and'or Clari(imlir"''' alleging that "competition may erode their customer base forcing higher

. . ,- .,
rates tu remanl1Tlg ~ust(Jmers . For thi, reason, the Alabama Rural LECs have attempted to

underscore why targeted eompctition should nol be 'pon,,,red hy the Ulliversal Service Fund

The Alahama Rllral LEe, re'pe~tfi.Jlly assert that, in Ihis instance, Section 214(e) is, by itself,

insullicient to protect them and then ~u,t"mers /Tom the deleterious effects of"crearn skimming"

by new entrants.'''

" Goldcn Wcst et ai, Petition for Reconsideration (filed January 25, 2001).

,. Chugwater et al. Petition for Reconsidcration and/or Clarificalion (flIed January 25. 200l).

" Federal-Slale Joinl f/oard OIl rf"i"cl'sal Sal-'iL'e, PetitiO/IS fol' Reconstderalio" '!f Westel'll
Wire/e,,-,,' Corporal;on'x ne,'-;gllatioll a.'- an Lli[fibfe Jelecomnnmiealiofls Cm7'iel' iii the Stnre 0/
Wyomil/[f, Order on Reconsideration, CC Docket 96-45, 16 FCCI{, 1'l. 144 (200 I) CWyom;"g
Order on lIecol/sideral;on")_ para 19

""Compare, Wyoming Order of! lIeColI.\ideralio/l, para [2 (discussing the cIiminatioJl "f a
concern regarding '<cream sk, mmillg" duc to thc cnactlllclll 01" disaggregalion options)

Comments of the Alaball'" R,,,,,l I.FC,
n: Docket No %-45. D.'" il2-H6'>
J"h' 1. 21102



1t is important to remember that Cenular South, unlike the Rural Alabama LECs, is not

subject to price regulation fi,r hasic <ervices Currently, profitahle wireless carriers such as

Cellular South arc already pricing their service packages at attractive rates despite not rcceivmg

any federal universal sen:iee funding IfFTC <talUS is granted ba<ed on the present Jiling, thi, Ivill

create a revenue Windfall for Celhdar South with 110 accountability to enhance their infrastnlcture

with the dollar< they receive. In addition, system economics could ex;u;erbate this scellario and

drive Cellular South to offer more attractive bundled service packages to customers located only

in ~ertain profitable submarkets m the <ervice territury of the Rural Alabama LEes, such as along

a major highway or m an lIThan suburb. With its more lucrative customer, l"st, the Rural ILEC

will then he required to spread its costs over a diminishing customer base Testimony Ln the

(;eueric l1earinlZ "" ',ocal ('ompe/ilioil, APSC Dockets No 2~4')'), 24472, 24030, and 24865

establishcd the reliance of many mral LI'Cs ill Alahama OIl a [e-v large business customer, The

impact of such "cream skiimnmg" will, inevitably, result in higher rates or mcreased demands on

umversal service to keep rate< "reasonably comparable" as rerluired by the Act.

Existing disaggregation options do not sufficiently address the aforemelltiOlled rate spiral

caused hy this type of compet.ition and Cellular South's petition should be denied. Unlike other

states, none of the Alahama Rural LECs servc large, geographically dispersed service area<, which

might justify consicleration of a smaller area [i,r universal service support The APSC has

required the Alabama Rural I.l-Ts to mah substantial investments in plant 10 offer ubiquilOlJ<

ser;LCe throughout their <ervi~e areas. This policy should bc changed only ~frer carel"l revielv

alld pre,entation of evidence by Cellular South that the interests of mral customers will not be

Comments of tbe "'blb"llla Rurat LEC,
CC D,cl.ct No. %-45. DA 02-H65
ILlI\' J. 211112
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harmed by eJl'&livdy ano",mg telephone companies to "plck and choose" which area, within

exi,ling rural lelephrJTle SerVl~e terrilories tbey will offer ba.,i~ ser\'i~e, u.,ing umver.<al ser\'i~e

SUPPOIt.

IV. CONCLUSION.

Cellular Soulh doe, not meel the stalulory and regulatory rcquiremems for ETC

designation It ha, not provided actively consultcd with the APSe as articulated in The li,'~1jih

Repol'l and Order. It does not offer all of the ,er\~~es suppurled by lhe lederal high-cost

universal servicc program a, required by Section 211 of the A~t, nor doe, it adveni,e the

availability of tho~e ~ervice~ m ac~ordance wlth Cmmni"ioll rcquircments Finally_ thc public

interest will not be served by de,ignation of a sec"nd ETC in the ,ervicc areas of the Rur~1

Telcphonc Companies mvolved be~ause de,ignation (I) will h~rm consumers and detrimentally

impaL1 the Univer:;al Servicc fund and (2) rcduce inve~tment, raise rales and reducc ,crvicc

quality in rural area~

Ac~ordingly, lhe Alabama Rural WCs urge the Commls,ion 10

• actively ,cck input from the APSC prior 10 lhc de>ignation of an additiomll
FTC in the servicc area of any of the Alahama Rural LECs;

• rcfr~;n from granting Cellular South's ETC petition until meets an lhe
requirements of Scction 2 I4 and applicable ,laIC rcqui rClTIcnt.s;

• deny Cellular Soulh'~ l'eque,l to rcdefinc the study area, or lbe Alabama Rural
LEC" or altcrillltivcly, refrain fmm redelining thc study arcas of any of the
Alabama Rural LECs prior to aClive consultation with the APSC; and,

• refrain Irmn granting Ccllular South'~ ETC petilion until ,ufficient safcguards
arc in place to guaranlee thaI lhc public ;ntere'1 " nol harmed by an
undcrmining of the llmver.<al Servi~e Fund and thc rcsulting redUL1:ion m

('''"IlLlenl.' of Ihe Alabam" Rur,,1 I-I'(:S
('C Do"k", N" 96-~5. DAII2-t~(;.'i

j"h -'. 11102
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infTa.~tructurc investmenl, increase ill ratcs and reduclion in 'erv'ce qualily
available to high-mst, rural arcas in Alabama

Respectfilily submitted,
Alabama Rural LEe,

Joly 3, 2002

C()l\ll\lcnts OftllC Alabama Ruml I.Fe,
CC Dook,! Nn %-~5. lJA ()2-l~65

Jul,' 1. 2002

By 1<.1 I I All S STEPHENS _
",lark D. Wilker,on, Fsq
Leah S. Stephens, Fsq

llrantley, Wilkerson & Hryan, PC
405 Sooth Hull Street
Montgomery,AL 36104
334/265-1500



CERTlI'ICATE OF SERVICE

I, Leah S. Stephens, heleby ccrti!}' lhal Oil lin, 3"" day of July, 2002, a Tme ami COITCCI

copy of the above and foregoing CO.MMENTS OF TIIE ALABAlVlA RURAL LOCAL

EXCIIANGI'. CARRIERS has beell forwarded by U,S, M~il, first class, postage prepaid and

properiyadllre,sellio.

Chailman Michael Powell
Federal Communicalions Commission
445 12"' Street, SW, Room 8-B201
WashingtoR D.C 2rl.~5Jl

CommiSSioner Kathleen Q Ahemathy
Federal Communications Commission
·H~ li" Street, SW, Room 8-1\204
WashinglOn D.C Z0554

Commi",ion~r K~vin J Marlin
Federal COlnmullications Commis,ion
445 !i" Slreel, S.W., Room H_C102
Washingtoll, D.r: 20554

Comml'si"ner Michael J. Copps
fedcral Communicalions Commission
445 Ii" Street, S.W., Room 8-1\302
WashinglOn, D.C. 20554

Quakx Jnt.ernational Portals II·
')300 Easl Hampton Drive, Room CY-B402
CapilOl lleight." \ill 20743

Sheryl r"dd*
Telecommunicat.ion, Access Policy

DiVIsion
Wirelil1c Competilion Bureau
Federal Communications CommissulIl
9300 East Hamplon Drive, Room .'i_H.~40

Capilol Hcights, Mil 20743

CommeIllS (If 111~ Al"bama Rural LFC,
Cl' D()C~l1 No. %_+,. D A H2-1 ~65
JLII> 3. 201l}
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Katherille Schroder
Clue[ Accounting Policy DivISion
Fed~ral Commlllli~alions Comml>sioll
'14512'" Street, S,W
Room 5-A423
Wa,hinglon, DC 20554

Richard Smilh
A~~ounlillg Policy Di,;,;iun
Federal Commumcaliolls Commis,i"n
44512"' Street, S,W, Room 5-A660
Washington, DC 20',54

Anit~ Cheng
Telecommunications Access Policy Divisioll
Wire1ine Competilion Bureau
Federal Commllllications Commission
445 li" Strect, S W, l{oom5-A445
Washington, D.C. 20554

William W. Jordan
Vicc President - Federal Regulatory
HellSoulh Tdewrn, Inc.
II.,., 21 ~ Street, SLlite '.100
Wa,;hinglon, DC 20m6

Walter 1.. Thomas, Jr , Secrclary
Mary Newmeyer, Federal Affairs
Ad~lsor

Alabama Public Service Commissi"n
RSA Union Building
PO.llox .1042(,()
v[onlgomeIY, Alabama .1(,1 01



David L. Nace
Da,ill A. LaFuria
Allison M, Joncs
Lukas, Nace, GUlicrrez & Saeh,. Charlered
III I Nineteenth Street, :-''\\', Suite 120{l
Washington, DC 20036

Comlllonl, or Ihe Alab<u"" Rum! 1.FT.'
t:C LJockel %_H, DA 112+163
Jlll)' .1. 10112

I_eah S Stephcns
'Via Overnighl Delivery


